. American Woodcock (Scolopax minor) do not exhibit sex-related differences in timing of fall migration, but males compete for the best breeding territories and begin spring migration before females (Sepik and Derleth 1993a) . In contrast, Spotted Sandpipers (Actitis macularia) exhibit resource defense polyandry and females arrive on breeding grounds earlier than males (Oring and Lank 1982, 1986) . Previous studies of Common Snipe (Gallinago gallinago) have reported dates of migration from breeding and wintering areas (Arnold and Jirovec 1978 , Johnson and Ryder 1977 , McKibben and Hofmann 1985 , but few have reported sex-related differences in arrival and departure times. Whitehead (1965) and Tuck (1972) suggested that male snipe began spring migration before females. However, Whitehead (1965) concluded that males also began fall migration before females, contrary to Tuck's (1972) conclusion.
Although many shorebird species exhibit sex-related differences in habitat use (Puttick 1984) , there are no published accounts of such differences for Common Snipe. However, White and Harris (1966) analyzed differences in diets of wintering snipe collected from five different habitats in northern California and concluded there were behavioral differences associated with habitat use among snipe (i.e., they used salt marsh habitat mostly for loafing and upland pastures as feeding sites). In addition, male American Woodcock use forest openings more than females do during summer, fall, and winter (Horton and Causey 1979, Sepik and Derleth 1993b) . Because woodcock and snipe are closely related and have similar foraging strategies, we hypothesized that male snipe may use less vegetated habitats than females during the non-breeding period.
We investigated migration chronology of male and female snipe by comparing sex ratios of snipe collected on wintering areas along the central Gulf Coast of Texas during fall and spring. In addition, we report differences in proportions of males and females collected in five habitat types during the winter period. This study was conducted as part of a larger project to determine methods for externally aging and sexing Common Snipe and to investigate their nutritional ecology (i.e., diet, body composition, and gut morphology) throughout the non-breeding period.
STUDY AREA AND METHODS
We conducted this study in the rice prairies and coastal marshes of Brazoria, Calhoun, Colorado, and Wharton Counties of Texas from October 1997 through April 1998. Collection sites included private farmland, several wildlife management areas (WMA) managed by Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge (NWR). Collection sites were comprised of five different habitat types including harvested rice fields, mud flats, fallow rice fields, drained impoundments, and coastal marshes. Vegetation in harvested rice fields contained mostly rice (Oryza sativa) and ryegrass (Lolium spp.) knocked down by Lesser Snow Geese (Chen caerulescens) and White-fronted Geese (Anser albifrons). Mud flats were recently plowed rice fields that contained no standing vegetation. Fallow rice fields had not been cultivated for three years and contained mostly smartweed (Polygonum spp.), false indigo (Amorpha fruticosa), and rattlebox (Sesbania drummondii). Drained impoundments had not been cultivated for rice production for two years and contained mostly smartweed, rattlebox, broadleaf signal grass (Brachiaria platyphylla), false indigo, nutsedge (Cyperus spp.), and millet (Echinochloa spp.). Coastal marshes had been moderately grazed by cattle and burned in September 1997; dominant vegetation included spike rush (Eleocharis spp.), Gulf cordgrass (Spartina spartinae), salt grass (Distichlis spicata), and marsh-hay cordgrass (Spartina patens). With exception of Brazoria NWR, all sites were hunted intensively for waterfowl, but snipe hunting was rare.
We collected snipe by shooting and systematically alternated between habitat types throughout the nonbreeding period. To maintain equal sampling effort, we typically collected four birds per day throughout the diurnal period. All specimens were sexed by gonadal examination and we recorded the habitat type from which each bird flushed. We separated the non-breeding period into three seasons, using the period of prebasic molt to define fall (6 October-13 November 1997), the non-molting period to define winter (14 November 1997 -4 February 1998 , and pre-alternate molt to define spring (5 February-10 April 1998). These dates are based on physiological events rather than arbitrary calendar dates. We feel they provide a better source of interpretation for detecting physiological (i.e., body composition and gut morphology) and dietary changes in Common Snipe. We used a standard Z-test (SAS version 6.12 for Windows; SAS Institute, Inc. 1988) testing the null hypothesis that proportions of male and female snipe during each seasonal period and within each habitat type during winter were equal to 50%.
RESULTS
Between 6 October 1997 and 19 April 1998, we collected 372 Common Snipe (152 males and 220 females). Females (n ϭ 25) were more common than males (n ϭ 15) during the first 26 days of the fall period, with sex ratios becoming approximately even (14 females, 15 males) during the last 13 days (Fig. 1) . Between 6 and 21 October there appears to be a trend of more females (n ϭ 15) than males (n ϭ 7; Z ϭ 1.70, 1 df, P ϭ 0.088). However, proportions of male and female snipe did not depart significantly from an even sex ratio during fall (Z ϭ 1.58, 1 df, P Ͼ 0.05). Sex ratios (45 females, 41 males) during the first 39 days of the spring period were essentially even (Fig. 2) . Between 16 March and 10 April, females (n ϭ 41) were more common than males (n ϭ 17) and proportions departed significantly from a 50:50 sex ratio (Z ϭ 3.15, 1 df, P ϭ 0.002). Most snipe had left wintering areas along the central Gulf Coast of Texas by 10 April, and none was observed after 19 April, despite daily surveys.
During the winter period, the overall proportion of males (n ϭ 64) to females (n ϭ 95) departed significantly from an even sex ratio (Z ϭ 2.46, 1 df, P ϭ 0.014). We excluded 12 males and 17 females from the habitat use analysis because we were unable to determine the habitat type from which they flushed. Sex ratios were skewed toward females in rice fields and coastal marshes, while mud flats contained a higher proportion of males (Table  1) . Proportions of male and female snipe were similar in fallow rice fields and drained impoundments (Table 1) .
DISCUSSION
We observed few snipe from 6-14 October 1997, but the number of birds gradually increased into November indicating that most snipe arrived on wintering areas along the central Gulf Coast of Texas after mid-October. Arnold and Jirovec (1978) reported that the (Johnson and Ryder 1977, McKibben and Hofmann 1985) .
During fall there was no significant difference in the overall proportion of male and female Common Snipe. However, females were more common than males earlier in the fall, suggesting that females arrive on wintering areas before males (Fig. 1) . It is possible that birds arriving before mid-October are failed breeders (i.e., both male and female) that are followed by females that have successfully reproduced. This would be consistent with most shorebird species where fall migration sequence is generally: failed breeders→ adult females→ adult males→ juveniles (Oring and Lank 1982, Morrison 1984) . Shorebird species that migrate long distances generally exhibit a tendency toward promiscuous breeding systems and one sex (usually the female) departs prior to the sex taking on most or all brood rearing responsibilities (Morrison 1984) . Although evidence is lacking, snipe are probably monogamous with females performing incubation and males sharing equally in brood rearing responsibilities (Tuck 1972) . However, suspected equality in parental duties among monogamous shorebird species often proves unequal, with males actually assuming most of the brood rearing responsibility (Miller 1985) . Desertion by the female may reduce competition for food between the remaining parent and young, while increasing her chance of survival by allowing her to reach staging and wintering areas before prey availability is reduced (Jonsson and Alerstam 1990) .
Sex ratios were essentially even from 1-13 November ( Fig. 1) and from 5 February to 15 March (Fig. 2) , but during winter female snipe were more common than males. It is possible that male snipe winter farther south than females due to their smaller body size (Nichols and Haramis 1980, Arnold 1991) . However, our data ( Fig. 2) suggest that male Common Snipe (like male American Woodcock) begin spring migration before females, probably to establish breeding territories. Spring migration, intrasexual competition for territories, and courtship displays are stressful activities for male woodcock (and probably snipe as well) and often occur when snow and ice reduce food availability (Owens and Krohn 1973) . Because male snipe must reach northern breeding area before females, it does not appear energetically advantageous for males to winter farther south than females considering the relatively mild winters along the central Gulf Coast of Texas. Thus, a more likely explanation for skewed sex ratios during winter is that male and female snipe use different habitats.
Our data show male snipe used open areas more than females, while females used vegetated areas more than males. Similarly, the nocturnal behavior of American Woodcock shows males use forest openings considerably more than females on both wintering and breeding areas (Horton and Causey 1979, Sepik and Derleth 1993b). Sex-specific differences in habitat use may be related to reverse sexual size dimorphism exhibited by Common Snipe. Snipe are tactile feeders, probing moist soil for invertebrates and using low vegetation for escape cover (Arnold 1994). The longer bill of the female may facilitate capture of larger, more nutritious prey found deeper in the soil enabling her to accumulate nutrient reserves needed for egg production more ef-ficiently (Jonsson and Alerstam 1990) . On the other hand, if male snipe undertake most parental care, they will likely forage in habitats where their short-billed young can feed efficiently. Thus, they would benefit from a shorter bill themselves while enhancing their parental efficiency (Jonsson and Alerstam 1990) . If food is limited, intersexual competition by shorebirds on wintering grounds may be reduced by using different habitats, different size classes of prey, or employing different foraging techniques (Puttick 1978) .
In the United States, the largest snipe harvests occur on the wintering grounds of Louisiana, Florida, California, and Texas (Arnold 1994) . Although harvests have declined since 1976, poor hunter tracking methods make it difficult to determine if declines are due to fewer snipe hunters, fewer birds, or both (Arnold 1994). Hunter success may be lower in open habitats (i.e., those typically used by males) because snipe tend to flush earlier, out of shotgun range, in these areas compared to more vegetated habitats (J.T.M., pers. obs.). Consequently, wintering female snipe may be more susceptible to harvest than males because of their association with vegetated habitats. Our data suggest that females are more abundant than males, but population managers and ecologists should be aware that obtaining unbiased estimates of true sex ratios for Common Snipe during the non-breeding period might be difficult because of sex-related differences in habitat use. ABSTRACT.-Although the American Dipper (Cinclus mexicanus) uses a variety of sites on the ground adjacent to streams for nocturnal roosts, I observed nocturnal roosting in a tree by this species, apparently the first reported case for any dipper species. A fledgling spent at least 8 hours between 20:06 and 04:30 MST sleeping 1.5 m high in a black cottonwood tree (Populus trichocarpa), at the tip of a branch overhanging a creek. Use of arboreal roost sites may reduce the probability of predation on fledgling dippers while they are sleeping. Received 1 Aug. 1999 , accepted 19 Oct. 1999 Sites selected by diurnal birds for nocturnal roosting are no less important for survival than sites they choose for nesting (Skutch 1989) because sleeping birds are extremely vulnerable to predators and unfavorable weather. American Dippers (Cinclus mexicanus) are known for a life cycle closely associated with fast-moving water and for placing nests in sites that are inaccessible to most predators, such as stream-side cliffs, midstream boulders, behind waterfalls, and the undersides of bridges (Bent 1948; Kingery 1996; pers. obs.) . Adults often roost overnight during the breeding season in or near their nests under bridges and in rock crevices (Kingery 1996) , and once were reported roosting On the fledgling's first foray into the trees it continued to dip (a rapid up-and-down movement of the entire body, performed by flexing the legs into a crouch then standing; Kingery 1996), making the branch on which it perched vibrate noticeably. The bird remained in the tree for 45 s before flying back to the bank below the tree. Shortly after returning to the bank it again flew up to the same branch. This time the bird froze in a crouched position as soon as it landed and remained motionless for about 30 s before again returning to the bank below the tree. Shortly after returning to the bank it was fed by an adult. It moved 3 m downstream along the bank before flying clumsily up to the branch of another cottonwood, where it clung upside down for about 5 s before falling into the creek and swimming to shore. The fourth foray up to the cottonwoods was similar to the first, with the fledgling continuing to dip as it stood on a branch in the second cottonwood before once again flying down to the bank below the trees, whereupon it was fed a second time by an adult. At 20:06 the fledgling flew up to the branch where it perched originally and immediately became motionless in a crouched position with fluffed plumage; the only noticeable movement was the flashing white of its eyelid. The fledgling yawned twice and tucked its beak over its shoulder and under its scapulars at 20:15. It aroused at 20:30 but settled to sleep again with beak tucked under its scapulars 4 min later. It remained motionless until it was too dark for further observation (20:46). The fledgling was still present in the roost at 04:00 (twilight) the next morning but had departed by 04:30.
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The roost site used by the fledgling dipper was a branch in a small cluster of cottonwood leaves 1.5 m from the trunk of a 7.5 m tall cottonwood (diameter breast height ϭ 17 cm) and about 1.5 m above a small rapid in the creek. The site appeared to be well protected from potential predator attack. The roost was near the tip of a small (ca 2 cm diameter) flexible branch that would have vibrated if any predator used it to approach the sleeping dipper, and the roosting bird overhung fast moving water, thereby restricting predators to approach from the air or along the branch. Finally, a small cluster of cottonwood leaves partially hid the fledgling from the sides and overhead, presumably making visual detection by a predator less probable. The roost was less protected from unfavorable weather, such as wind-driven precipitation.
Potential roost sites similar to that used by the fledgling dipper appear to be numerous along many streams where dippers are present in western Montana (pers. obs. The reproductive success of avian brood parasites and their effect on host populations depend, to a great extent, on the number of potential host nests and the stage at which host nests are located (Payne 1977 , Rothstein 1990 . Consequently, there has been considerable effort to determine the cues and search modes that brood parasites use to find nests (Lowther 1979 , Thompson and Gottfried 1981 , Yahner and DeLong 1992 , Vogl et al. 1997 , Clotfelter 1998 , Teuschl et al. 1998 Gibbs et al. 1997 ) that individual female cowbirds may lay eggs in nests of more than one host species. Because the many host species of the Brownheaded Cowbird also build nests at different heights and on many substrates (Lowther 1993 , Martin 1993 , the mechanisms by which cowbirds find these nests are particularly intriguing.
There are at least four non-exclusive hypotheses proposed to explain the mechanisms and cues used for nest finding by Brown-headed Cowbirds (Lowther 1993 , Clotfelter 1998 . (1) The nest exposure hypothesis suggests that the more visible the nest of a potential host is, the more likely it is to be parasitized (Martin 1993) . (2) The perch proximity hypothesis proposes that female cowbirds are better able to locate host nests when they can observe them from above at a nearby perch (Alvarez 1993 , Paton 1994 , Romig and Crawford 1995 , Clotfelter 1998 , Larison et al. 1998 . (3) The nesting cue hypothesis asserts that the intensity of host nest defense correlates positively with the proximity of the parasite to the host nest and, thus, the escalation of defensive behavior may serve as a cue for the searching parasite (Smith 1981 , Smith et al. 1984 , Uyehara and Narins 1995; but see Gill et al. 1997 ). (4) Finally, the host activity hypothesis suggests that vocal and visible activities of hosts associated with territoriality, nest building, and egg laying may attract brood parasites and consequently increase the likelihood of parasitism (Uyehara and Narins 1995, Clotfelter 1998) .
Here we report on two specific factors that may relate to the parasitism of ground nesting Song Sparrows (Melospiza melodia) by Brown-headed Cowbirds: overhead visibility and distance to potential perches.
METHODS
We studied Song Sparrows and Brown-headed Cowbirds near both units of the Cornell Experimental Ponds in Ithaca, New York in 1998 and 1999 (about 1.5 km 2 , for site description see Hauber 1998). Between April and June 1998 using walk-in traps we trapped and banded 18 female cowbirds in the area, 4 of which were recaptured between April and June 1999 at the same traps. We estimated 30 active Song Sparrow territories (indicated by censuses of singing males and counts of simultaneously active nests) within the fenced boundaries of these sites each year. Song Sparrows breed in Ithaca from early May until mid-July, and they nest along the banks of the ponds and in the surrounding fields mostly on the ground.
The location of each sparrow nest was marked with small pieces of flagging tape about 1 m north and south of the nest. All nests that were depredated during the laying period were excluded from the analyses because we did not know whether these nests had been parasitized. Because we did not observe Song Sparrows reject cowbird, House Sparrow (Passer domesticus), or plastic eggs at our study site (Hauber, unpub. data) , and because no nests were abandoned upon parasitism (Hauber, in press), we assumed that nests found without cowbird eggs or chicks had not been parasitized.
We found 6 nests during the nest building and laying stages in 1998 and 2 (33%) of these were subsequently parasitized. This proportion was similar to the rate of parasitism of nests found after clutch completion [5 (26%) of 19; Fisher's Exact test; P Ͼ 0.05] in the same year. Therefore, we do not believe that flagging the nests biased nest discovery by parasites and we included ground nests found both before and after egg laying in our analyses. We monitored nest contents every 24-48 hours between 1 May and 8 June 1998 and 1 May and 31 May 1999. For a different study, we regularly trapped and housed several female cowbirds overnight after these periods, therefore we did not include any later nests in the analyses.
To study nest visibility, we photographed most nests upon discovery with a digital camera (Philips ESP 2/ 17, picture setting N) from a tripod 0.5 m directly above each nest (1998: n ϭ 20, 1999: n ϭ 3). We transferred the pictures into a Power Macintosh and classified each nest as either visible (i.e., part of the nest structure can be seen on the image despite vegetation) or not. We also traced the outlines of the visible portion of each sparrow nest in the photographs and calculated its absolute visible area using NIH Image 1.61 (U.S. National Institutes of Health 1999).
To quantify distance from potential perches, we measured the horizontal distance from the center of each nest found in 1998 to the base of (1) the nearest woody vegetation or permanent object (e.g., fence, nest-box pole) of any height, (2) the nearest woody vegetation or object at least 2 m tall, and (3) the nearest woody vegetation or object at least 3 m tall. We chose these heights to follow the methodology of Clotfelter (1998). Because of the small sample sizes and non-normality of data, we used the non-parametric Fisher's Exact and Mann-Whitney tests in Statview 5.0 (SAS Institute, Inc.) to analyze our data. All values are reported as mean Ϯ standard deviation.
RESULTS
We found 28 active Song Sparrow nests on the ground at the various stages of the building and laying (9 of 28 nests, 32%), incubating (15 nests, 54%), and nestling (4 nests, 14%) periods, of which 9 nests (32%) were parasitized by cowbirds. Three parasitized nests (33%) had two cowbird eggs and all others had single cowbird eggs.
There was no significant difference between the proportions of visible parasitized nests and visible unparasitized nests (3 visible nests of 7 parasitized nests and 7 visible nests of 16 unparasitized nests; Fisher's Exact test: P Ͼ 0.05). Neither did the absolute areas visible from directly above each nest differ between parasitized (9.8 Ϯ 16 cm 2 , n ϭ 7) and unparasitized nests (8.8 Ϯ 17 cm 2 , n ϭ 16; MannWhitney test: U ϭ 53, P Ͼ 0.05).
Parasitized nests in 1998 (n ϭ 7) were no closer or more distant from the nearest woody vegetation or permanent object than unparasitized nests (n ϭ 18; Mann-Whitney test; U ϭ 44, P Ͼ 0.05; Fig. 1 ). However, parasitized sparrow nests (n ϭ 7) were significantly closer than unparasitized nests (n ϭ 18) to trees and permanent objects of at least 2 m height (Mann-Whitney test: U ϭ 28, P Ͻ 0.034) and of at least 3 m height (Mann-Whitney test: U ϭ 24, P Ͻ 0.018; Fig. 1 ). When restricting analyses to nests with hatchlings, parasitized nests (n ϭ 5) still tended to be closer to objects of at least 2 and 3 m height (distances: 3.0 Ϯ 3.2 m and 8.1 Ϯ 6.5 m, respectively) than unparasitized nests (n ϭ 14, distances: 14 Ϯ 15 m and 22 Ϯ 15 m, respectively; MannWhitney tests: U ϭ 12, P Ͻ 0.033 and U ϭ 15, P Ͻ 0.064, respectively).
DISCUSSION
We tested the predictions of two hypotheses to describe the cues and search modes used by brood parasitic Brown-headed Cowbirds to locate host nests. In contrast to the prediction of the nest exposure hypothesis, we found that overhead nest visibility was not correlated with parasitism of ground nesting Song Sparrows. In support of the perch proximity hypothesis, the mean distances of sparrow nests to the nearest potential perches at least 2 or 3 m tall were significantly closer for parasitized nests.
Previous research on Song Sparrows and Brown-headed Cowbirds showed indirect support for the perch proximity and nest visibility hypotheses (Larison et al. 1998) ; nests in environments with denser foliage between 2 and 3 m heights (i.e., rich in potential perches) were more likely to be parasitized and nests with denser foliage cover below 1 m (i.e., more limited nest visibility) were less likely to be parasitized.
Recently, Clotfelter (1998) tested several nest searching hypotheses for cowbirds that parasitized open-field nesting Red-winged Blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus). He found that perch proximity, but not nest exposure, was positively correlated with the likelihood of being parasitized. Using similar methodologies, we found that ground nesting Song Sparrows showed similar relationships. It is possible that in open habitats female cowbirds use a general sit-and-watch search mode (Smith 1981) , regardless of whether the potential host nests are on the ground or above it.
That female cowbirds use high perches for a sit-and-watch strategy in the territories of host species to locate potential host nests has been frequently documented anecdotally (Lowther 1993) . In agreement with these observations we found that proximity to tall perches was a significant predictor of cowbird parasitism of ground nesting Song Sparrows. However, we found that overhead nest visibility was not correlated with the likelihood of parasitism. This suggests that female cowbirds may not be locating host nests from these perches by spotting the more exposed nests, instead other factors, such as host activity, may also be important predictors of cowbird parasitism (Clotfelter 1998 We found reports from only two nests at which male Dickcissels fed nestlings (Purdie 1878 , Bellrose 1936 ). Purdie (1878) observed one male feeding nestlings in Massachusetts and Bellrose (1936) reported a rather ambiguous sighting of two Dickcissels feeding nestlings in northern Illinois during late August. No other study has documented significant male assistance in the Dickcissel (Gross 1921 , Crabb 1923 , Zimmerman 1966 , Schartz and Zimmerman 1971 , Fretwell 1977 , Fink 1984 . Nonetheless, we observed male Dickcissels commonly feeding nestlings at our study sites in east-central Illinois in 1997. The objective of our study was to determine the extent of this male assistance.
STUDY AREA AND METHODS
Our research was conducted from 26 June to 22 July 1997 in Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) fields of Coles and Cumberland counties, Illinois. We located all Dickcissel nests and checked them every 2-3 days to determine their fate. One to four 60 min observations were made at each Dickcissel nest containing nestlings with a 20ϫ spotting scope from at least 50 m away. Each time an adult Dickcissel was observed visiting a nest, we recorded the sex of the individual and whether the individual was carrying food. Prior to most nest visits, adult Dickcissels would perch near the nest for a few seconds enabling us to determine if the individual was carrying food. In these cases, individuals were always seen carrying food to the nest. Males and females exhibited this behavior during 82% (61 of 74) and 56% (72 of 128) of the nest visits, respectively. In the absence of this perching behavior we frequently were unable to see individuals clearly enough to determine if they were carrying food. Given the strong evidence that food delivery nearly always accompanied nest visits, we included all nest visits in our analyses. Paired t-tests were used to compare the number of nest visits by males and females (Wilkinson 1997) .
RESULTS
A total of 202 nest visits were observed at eight nests (Table 1) . Male Dickcissels visited six of the eight nests (75%), accounting for 37% (74) of the total nest visits. At the six male-assisted nests, males made 42% of the feeding trips. Overall, females made significantly more nest visits (128) than males (74; t ϭ 2.6, df ϭ 7, P Ͻ 0.05). At male-assisted nests, males made as many nests visits as females did (t ϭ 1.8, df ϭ 5, P Ͼ 0.05). Prior to (and prompting) our data collection at these eight nests, at least two other males were observed feeding their nestlings.
DISCUSSION
These results represent the first reported occurrence of substantial male parental care in Dickcissels. Male Dickcissel assistance at the nest, though rare, may be an adaptive behavior that might emerge under specific environmental conditions. The advantages of male parental care are often significant (see Bart and Tornes 1989 , Wolf et al. 1988 , Dunn and Hannon 1989 . However, males may be more inclined to provide (additional) parental care during unfavorable environmental conditions when a significant increase in fitness can be obtained (Emlen and Oring 1977, Oring 1982) . Several failed nests in our study area were attributed to starvation, implying that 1997 was a difficult year in east-central Illinois for Dickcissels (E. K. Bollinger, unpubl. data) and other grassland birds (Davison 1998 ). We did not quantify food abundance in 1997. However, all eight Dickcissel nests found in the same fields in the following year (1998) successfully fledged at least one nestling, but not a single male Dickcissel was observed visiting a nest (E. K. Bollinger, unpubl. data). In 1997, 7 of 63 nestlings (11%, all nests combined) were found dead in the nest (probably as a result of starvation), whereas no nestlings were found dead in the nest in 1998 (26 nestlings). These data further support the view that male parental care in many birds may be phenotypically plastic, present during certain years (Emlen and Oring 1977, Oring 1982) but relatively unimportant and often absent when food resources are more abundant (Dunn and Hannon 1992) .
The occurrence of male parental care in Red-winged Blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus) is geographically variable (reviewed in Beletsky and Orians 1990). Males consistently provide their nestlings with food in some populations but not in others (Beletsky and Orians 1990) . It is possible that parental care is geographically variable in Dickcissels and additional studies may reveal other populations with male assistance; however, this seems unlikely given that the Dickcissel has been studied throughout its breeding range. In addition, our population of Dickcissels exhibited male parental care one year (1997) but not the next (1998), further supporting the hypothesis that male Dickcissels fed nestlings in 1997 to offset limited food resources.
